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AGENDA 

9.00  Registration and coffee 

9.30 Welcome 
 

Sir Kevan Collins, Chief Executive 
(EEF) 
 

9.40 Session 1: When things don’t go as planned: 
lessons from trials in health and international 
development 
 
Biostatistician behind bars: What works  
 
 
Fake and real concerns about RCTs in 
international development. 
 

Moderator: Calum Davey (LSHTM) 
 
 
 
Prof. Sheila Bird (University of 
Edinburgh, formerly MRC Biostatistics 
Unit) 
 
Prof. Stefan Dercon (University of 
Oxford) 
 
 

11.00 Coffee Break 

11.15 Session 2: When things don’t go as planned: 
Lessons learned from EEF studies 
 
 

Moderator: Dr Triin Edovald, Head of 
International Evaluation (EEF)  
 
 
Dr Alex Sutherland, Senior Research 
Leader (RAND Europe/ Behavioural 
Insights Team) 
 
Simon Rutt, Head of Statistics, (NFER) 
 
Kim Bohling, Senior Advisor, 
Evaluations (Behavioural Insights 
Team) 
 
 

12.30 Lunch 

13.30 
 

Session 3: New areas of EEF work: researching 
school choices 
 

Peter Henderson, Programme 
Manager (EEF) 
 
Guillermo Rodríguez-Guzman, Senior 
Evaluation Manager (EEF) 
 

14.15 Coffee Break 

14.30 Session 4: New areas of EEF work: evaluating the 
impact of teacher choices 
 

Prof. Rob Coe (Evidence Based 
Education, EEF)  
 

15.30 Reflections from the day  
 

Prof. Steve Higgins (Durham 
University) 
 

15.45 Closure 
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Questions for Evaluators 

Session 1 – Lessons from health and international development 

Open questions from the audience. 

Session 2 – Lessons from EEF studies 

Drawing on your experience undertaking evaluation studies, please come up with at least 3 recommendations 

that would help to increase the success of a trial for the consideration of (a) fellow evaluators, (b) delivery 

partners and (c) funders. 

Session 3 – School choices 

This funding round  

1. Are there any topics that EEF should prioritise as part of this funding stream? Are there spaces for 

collaboration across evaluators?  

2. Would you suggest any improvements to the Application Form? 

 

Project management and available support 

3. What are your thoughts regarding the role of the SAB, the proposed frequency of meetings, including 

a practitioner, etc? 

4. Do you envisage additional hurdles for projects under this funding stream in comparison to EEF’s 

other funding (e.g. recruitment, testing, data protection, others)?  

5. Considering the more complex methodologies to be used, are there any areas of methodological 

research or other resources that EEF could support? 

  

Learning from others  

6. How does this compare with other ‘primary research’ funding? What could be learnt and 

recommended to EEF from your experiences with other funders (e.g. Nuffield/Wellcome)?  

Session 4 – Teacher choices 

1. What other Teacher Choices might we evaluate? 

2. Is the cross-over design feasible/best? 

3. Can we use teachers’ own tests as the outcome? 

4. How can we guide/support/constrain teachers to implement the changes? 

5. Can we reach the Quadrant of Joy? 

6. What kinds of claims should/can we test? 
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Feedback, actions, things to follow-up on 

  

Feedback  Actions / recommendations 

Session 1:  Lessons from other fields 

SB: Evaluators need to ‘walk in the shoes of participants’, 
be totally involved in their research questions and design  (e.g. 
by making the conditions of the trial acceptable 80% took part, 
sample size calculations based on clear assumptions) 

Discuss recruitment to trials with Research 
Schools (EEF) 

More consultation with schools on aspects 
of design (evaluators).  

More time/ focus at evaluation set up and 
IDEA workshop (EEF/ evaluators) 

SB: Importance of anticipating worst-case scenario and 
measuring unintended consequences of policy/ practice 
change (e.g. 1/200 prisoners dead within 2 weeks).  

Include standard item on set-up agendas 
(EEF) 

Discuss at IDEA workshops and with 
developers (evaluators) 

Fund/ capture wider outcomes 
measurement where intervention is 
domain-specific and data is available e.g. 
KS2 (EEF /evaluators) 

SD: Attrition is largely a function of terrible organisation. 
If high attrition should stop follow up. 

Strategies to minimise attrition (review 
testing approach at set up, close monitoring 
during testing period, padlocks) 
(EEF/evaluators) 

Data collection panel developed to improve 
capacity, transparency and value for 
money. (EEF) 

Review the use of incentives for treatment 
schools, review literature and test different 
types/magnitude of incentives (EEF) 

Guidance on recruitment and retention 
forthcoming (EEF) 

SD: We need to become better at understanding 
implementation at scale and invest more in research for 
monitoring systems.  

Develop guidance for grantees on 
expectations regarding monitoring 
implementation and scale-up including best 
practice guidance (EEF) 

Consult IPE guidance and wider literature 
(evaluators) 

Session 2: Lessons from EEF trials 

Evaluation / programme design  

Do more to test the feasibility of the design including 
consultation with participants 

More consultation with schools on aspects 
of design (evaluators).  

Develop examples of good practice and 
fund this work (EEF) 

Could use Teacher Tap and existing 
technology to do this and test programme 
(evaluators)  

Do more to develop, test, and re-test the acceptability and 
feasibility of the programme. Interventions need to be well-
described before going to trial. 

More time and funding for piloting of 
aspects of the programme design (EEF/ 
developers) 

Need more time at set-up for pre-design decisions and testing 
aspects of evaluation and programme design. 

Review how we make decisions and 
introduce more clarity about when 
evaluations should be delayed or timetable 
changed to allow for piloting. But must be 
aware of the need to work as fast as 
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Feedback  Actions / recommendations 

possible within the timeframe available 
(EEF).  

More collaboration on evaluation design and learning from 
past experience.  

Always reviews recommendations from 
previous evaluations at set-up. Be explicit 
about changes to design (EEF/ evaluators) 

Systematically collect, collate and report 
lessons learnt from previous evaluations 
and what designs have worked/not worked 
(EEF) 

Include lessons about the evaluations and 
what could have been done differently in 
the report limitations section (evaluators) 

 

Could have a check-list for when to conduct an RCT e.g. how 
stable programme is etc. plus a risk register and lessons 
learnt consultation at the start. This should then be reflected 
on in the report (AD).  

Programme checklist covered by grants 
application process, risk register is covered 
in the proposal, could review during set up 
and update reporting template e.g. have 
appendix of updated risk register from 
proposal (EEF) 

Clearer distinction between efficacy and effectiveness 
required, including identifying the target population for 
recruitment (ideal, general) 

EEF internal planning documents at set up 
are now much clearer about distinction 
between efficacy and effectiveness (EEF) 

Clear focus on ideal conditions at efficacy 
and good discussion with developers, 
including at IDEA workshop (evaluators) 

Review IPE guidance and wider literature 
(evaluators) 

Be explicit and document about what is 
changing from efficacy to effectiveness 
(programme and evaluation design and 
population). Are changes substantive? 
(EEF/evaluators) 

Need more information on test properties to inform choice. 
Measures database should link to projects that have used 
them before. Ask for test providers to provide standardisation 
data freely when requested for research. 

Commission SR of available measures and 
analysis of archived data to feed into a 
database to inform selection of measures 
(EEF) 

Talk to test providers (EEF/evaluators) NB. 
Test providers unlikely to provide 
standardisation data as this is their IP. 

Ensure there is a common vision of aims and outcomes for 
all three parties at set up. Developers need to be committed to 
the trial and willing to search for evidence of impact.  

Covered in the grant-application and set-up 
process. Is there more EEF/evaluators 
could do? (EEF/ evaluators) 

Delivery and implementation  

Evaluators need systems in place for meticulous planning 
and monitoring. 

Develop systems and learn from others 
(evaluators) 

 

Split up recruitment and delivery (currently developers 
usually lead the recruitment).  Need to be clearer on what 
schools are being recruited to, including intervention 
description (e.g. in MOU) (JH) 

Review current practice (recruitment 
guidance) in light of the fact that many 
evaluators do not have capacity to do this. 
(EEF) 

Ensure MOUs are clear and of high quality 
(evaluators) 
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Feedback  Actions / recommendations 

More research and guidance is required on how best to 
capture compliance, how and who is best placed to do it 

Review IPE guidance and wider literature 
(evaluators) 

Review good practice from EEF evaluations 
(EEF) 

Effective communication between all three parties is 
essential, especially evaluator and developer. EEF needs to 
be willing to listen and support when things go wrong.  

Ensure / prioritise supportive relationship 
between all 3 parties (EEF/evaluators/ 
developers) 

Scale-up evaluation  

Important to test innovations on a stable programme and with 
schools that have the capacity for improvement/ change. 

Carefully consider timing introducing and 
testing new things (evaluators/ EEF/ 
delivery org) 

Need to ensure alignment of purpose and avoid competing 
priorities when scaling (e.g. what is the primary purpose of 
scaling grant) 

Develop /clarify approach to scale-up 
grants and scale-up evaluation, and 
purpose of scale-up grants (EEF) 

Session 3: School choices 

Topics to prioritise / application form  

See list of topics below  

Consult with schools on topics, including what should schools 
stop doing? 

Discussions with research schools and 
others (EEF) 

No suggested improvements to the application form provided Ask those who have applied for feedback 
(EEF) 

Role of the Study Advisory Board  

SAB should meet at critical study points (e.g. recruitment, 
testing, reporting etc. if important) 

Review guidance for SABs and see what 
works (EEF) 

The skills of the SAB need to be wider to, to support 
methodology / provide methodological support across 
evaluations 

Review guidance for SABs and see what 
works (EEF) 

SAB needs to be independent of the funder Consider this option (EEF) 

There is a tension between being advisory and steering – 
needs to be challenging but supportive/ advisory. 
Disagreements need to be documented.  

Process for documenting disagreements 
and the subsequent decision is covered in 
the terms and conditions (EEF) 

Should EEF consider having an SAB for all studies? EEF to review whether particular other 
studies should have SABs (e.g. high profile, 
high risk, high cost?) (EEF) 

Nuffield are more competitive but some of their projects 
involve advisory groups that meet every three months and 
involve academics, Ofsted and charities  

Review Nuffield approach – principles are 
similar and resource limitations need to be 
considered (EEF) 

Challenges/ methods  

Recruitment could be an issue as less of an incentive (no 
programme), and data collection is a big ask. Could learn from 
Teacher Tap, also EEF has a good brand in terms of research 
quality and accessibility/relevance- use this.  

Talk to Teacher Tap to understand 
acceptability of different recruitment 
approaches (EEF) 

Draw lessons from other EEF trials where 
we have recruited 12,000 schools (EEF) 

Contamination – there is no ‘intervention’ and schools are 
free to change their practice.  

Monitor this closely (evaluators) 

Outcomes – difficult to select measures when outcome of the 
choice is not necessarily attainment / non-cog measures 

Important to explore during the logic model. 
Similar issue with whole-school approaches 
(evaluators) 



6 
 

Feedback  Actions / recommendations 

Problems of matching in QE e.g. confounding factors or 
invisible variables. Things change for irrelevant reasons e.g. 
MAT demands.  

Explore the selection mechanisms, be 
transparent about what can and cannot 
capture (evaluators) 

Other comments  

Paradox in the research question and design – we are saying 
these choices are ideological and schools will not want to 
change, so what is the point in generating evidence about 
these choices? 

Schools might not change their practice in 
the short term but they might in the long-
run. (EEF) 

Explore whether mobilisation strategies 
should be different for these types of 
questions/ choices (EEF D&I) 

Studies that depend on observables should not be called 
‘quasi-experimental’ or ‘experimental’  

Change language in EEF documents? 
(EEF) 

Session 4: Teacher choices  

What Teacher Choices might we evaluate?  

See list below  

Design and methodology  

How can we ensure that teacher quality is not moderating all 
effects? An effective teacher might be able to implement any 
approach and improve outcomes. Also teacher commitment/ 
intellectual ownership. 

Explore proxies for teacher quality / 
commitment (EEF/evaluators) 

Issues of contamination and cumulative effects for cross-
over designs. Choices must be discrete and have short time 
for effects. 

Explore during pilot 

How much agency do teachers have to make these choices? 
Could have implications for compliance and contamination. 

Explore during pilot 

Can we use teachers own tests as the outcome?  

Should use ‘near’ tests (Matthew Inglis point) as these provide 
better precision and are aligned with the learning generated. 

None – support for using teacher tests. 

What if the tests are uncorrelated with the high stakes result? How can we assess this? Explore during 
pilot.  

One solution might be to use past papers 

The complex methods review discusses 
some of these issues (see 7.2) 

Is there a hybrid option where teachers 
write tests with input from evaluators? 

Are teachers able to write high quality (reliable/ valid) tests? 
This is likely to vary between teachers; how will we know 
which are? How to deal with this variation? 

Might be more likely to get ceiling effects in what are 
essentially formative assessments 

Also, how can one deal with bias when the teachers are the 
ones administering and marking these assessments? 

How much support for implementation needed?  

If teacher genuinely want to know then it is not in their 
interests to deviate 

Explore in pilot 

To what extent are short-term learning loops important? 

Need to think wider than the usual ‘training + resources’ 
delivery pack e.g. coaching 

How discrete are teacher choices (e.g. departmental policies, 
year group planning) (SH) 

What claims can we make?  

What if teachers are responding to context? Could there be 
negative consequences of changing their choice? Doesn’t the 
answer always depend? (JH point about the endeavour being 
flawed because if depends on the previous lesson and EEF 
moving too quickly) 

Important to explore variation in outcomes 
(although small sample sizes) depending 
on context / existing practice.  

Explore during pilot.  
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Schools Choices: 

Are there any topics that EEF should prioritise as part of this funding stream? Are there spaces for 

collaboration across evaluators?  

CPD 

• CPD. How much money spent on professional development? 

• CPD-focused school choices/school/MAT approach to CPD 

• Ways of doing professional development (Mats vs LA schools) 

Timing 

• Sending children home an hour early and vs inset days 

• 1-week vs 2-week half term 

• Length of school and length of lessons 

Recruitment/retention 

• Recruitment and retention of teachers / early careers teachers 

• Flexible working (for teachers) 

• Reduce workload (e.g. Reduce lesson planning and marking) 

Curriculum 

• Foreign language provision 

• 2-year vs 3-year KS3/KS4 

• Curriculum specialists/teachers / Cross-curricular vs subject-based 

Disadvantaged groups 

• De-identifying PP students 

• Teaching EAL pupils in early years 

• PRU structures 

• School approach to inclusion / SEN 

• Variation in mental health support for children/adolescents 

Early years/ Post-16 

• EY provision (N-R, R-Y1) and linked nursery schools 

• Variation of post-16 provision on attainment 

Other 

• Setting/streaming/Mixed ability 

• Approaches to school improvement via school improvement partners 

• Regional issues/context 

• Exam choices/awards 

Schools Choices: 

What other Teacher Choices might we evaluate? 

• Detailed/individual feedback or not 

• Hands up or not 

• Technology and how to use it e.g. recapping lessons 

• Most useful way of giving feedback 

• Use of pupil reward points – do no cost incentives improve outcomes?  

• Open / closed teacher questions (pause bounce pause) 

• How useful are exit questions? 

• Different ideas on how to provide new evidence on retrieval practice (EEF should not just fund one 

trial on each choice, but different ideas on the same topic) 


